National Chung Cheng University
Graduate Institute of Education

Course Title: Seminar on Comparative Education & Comparative Social Science: Theories, Methods and Regional Models
School Year/Semester: Spring 2025
Lecturers: Andy Green; Joclarisse Albia
Class Period: Thursday, 3:00-6:00 pm  

Course Description: 
The course introduces students to the fundamentals of comparative education, its theoretical foundations, key concepts and methodological approaches. It explores how systematic comparisons can be made across education systems and in the process, presents how these systems are influenced by various social, cultural, political and economic forces, the critical issues concerning education policymaking, and implications for educational reform and equity. We begin with a broad introduction to the historical development of the field and follow this up with the core methods of systematic comparative analysis. We then explore key concepts and theories in comparative education such as those related to policy borrowing, education and development, and skills formation. In the second part, we anchor further the analysis within the discourse of lifelong learning (LLL) policy, which while it pertains to all phases of the life course, the particular focus in this course is on post-compulsory education and training and adult learning, including varieties of ‘formal’, ‘non-formal’ and ‘informal’ learning. Students will engage with case studies from across a wide range of contexts that examine, among others, outcomes of LLL models/systems, the role of education in promoting social mobility, and the impacts of globalisation on local education policies.

Learning Outcomes/Objectives: 
Upon completing this course, you should be able to: 
· Explain the history of comparative education as a field and of its relation to other academic fields;
· Describe what defines comparative education as a discipline (or sub-discipline of comparative social science) including its characteristic concepts and methods;
· Explain the kinds of research questions that can be approached comparatively and the methods best suited for different types of questions; 
· Apply the concepts and skills in systematic comparisons to understand relationships in education; and 
· Critically examine how international comparisons are used and misused in policy making in education. 

Pedagogical Methods: Lecture, Case studies, Small group discussion/workshops, Topic/paper presentations

Assessment/Grading Policy: 
· Attendance – 10%
· Class discussion participation – 30% 
· Presentation – 30%
· Final Report – 30%

Essential Readings: 
· Alexander, R. (2001) Culture and Pedagogy: International Comparisons in Primary Education. Blackwell Publishing, Oxford.
· Bray, M., B. Adamson and M. Mason (2006) Comparative Education Research: Approaches and Methods. Chapter 1.  
· Green, A. (2002) Education, Globalization and the Role of Comparative Research: A Professorial Lecture, Institute of Education, London. 
· Green, A. (2013) Education and State Formation: Europe, Asia and the USA. 2nd Edition. Palgrave.   (Introduction and Chapter 2).  
· Landman, T. (2008) Issues and Methods in Comparative Politics: An Introduction. 3rd edn. London: Routledge. Foundation, New York. 
· Noah, H. and Eckstein, M. (1969) Towards a Science of Comparative Education, Macmillan, London, Chapter on ‘The Method of Science’ 
· Mahooney, J. & Rueschemeyer, D. (2003) (eds.) Comparative Historical Analysis in the Social Sciences. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. P. 3-41. 
· Phillips, D. (2005). Policy Borrowing in Education: Frameworks for Analysis. In: Zajda, J., et al. International Handbook on Globalisation, Education and Policy Research. Springer, Dordrecht. https://doi.org/10.1007/1-4020-2960-8_2
· Seddon, T. (2023). Comparative education concepts, methods and practices in the emerging anthropocene educational space: from ‘measuring the other’ to ‘supporting the other’? Comparative Education, 59(3), 436–457. https://doi.org/10.1080/03050068.2023.2215643
· Skocpol, T. and Somers, M. (1980) ‘The Uses of Comparative History in Macrosocial Inquiry’, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 22 (2), pp.174-197 
· Sobe, N. (2018) Problematizing Comparison in a Post-Exploration Age: Big Data, Educational Knowledge, and the Art of Criss-Crossing’, Comparative Education Review, 62 (3).
· Steiner-Khamsi, G. (ed.) (2004) The Global Politics of Educational Borrowing and Lending. New York: Teachers College Press.

Course Outline/Weekly Schedule 
	Session 
	Topic 

	Session 1 
February 20 
	Course Introduction 

	Session 2: 
February 27
	What is Comparative Education I: Origins and Development of the Field

The first part of the session will take an overview of the development of the field of comparative education, introducing the key questions, theoretical paradigms and methods used by key figures at different stages in the development of the ‘discipline’. A key aspect of this will be the relationship between comparative education and other fields within comparative social science. The key question for the session is: “What constitutes comparative education as a distinctive discipline or field of study?”
 
In the second half of the session, you will be organised in small groups to discuss how comparative analysis can be used in educational research and to identify questions which you would like to address comparatively.

Questions to consider:
· What are the distinctive methods of comparative analysis?
· What kinds of questions can be approached comparatively?
· What units of comparative analysis can be used?
· What is the ‘value-added’ in comparative research?


	
	Key Readings: 
· Bray, M., Adamson, B.  and Mark Mason, M. (2014) (Eds) Comparative Education Research: Approaches and Methods, Springer. 
· Green, A. (2002) Education, Globalization and the Role of Comparative Research: A Professorial Lecture, Institute of Education, London. 
· Noah, H. and Eckstein, M. (1969) Towards a Science of Comparative Education, Macmillan, London, (Chapter on ‘The Method of Science’)

Further Readings: 
· Fraser, S. (1964) Jullien's Plan for Comparative Education 1816-1817, New York Teachers College, Columbia University, Bureau of Publications, New York.
· Kandel, I. (1933) Comparative Education, Houghton Mifflin Co, Boston, Chapter 1.
· Mahooney, J. (2004) ‘Comparative-Historical Methodology’ in Annual Review of Sociology. Vol. 30, p. 81-101. 
· Silova, I., Rappeleye, J. and Yun You (2020) Beyond the Western Horizons in Educational Research: Toward a Deeper Dialogue about our Interdependent Futures, ECNU Review of Education, 3 (1).
· Sobe, N. (2018) Problematizing Comparison in a Post-Exploration Age: Big Data, Educational Knowledge, and the Art of Criss-Crossing’, Comparative Education Review, 62 (3).


	Session 3: 
March 6
	Contrast-Oriented Approaches to Systematic Comparative Methods in Education Research

This session will explore the contrast-oriented method of comparison as it is used in research by comparative historians, and by sociologists and anthropologists studying contemporary issues. 

We firstly consider the characteristics and protocols of the approach as laid out by Skocpol and Somers, using a range of illustrations from comparative history and comparative historical sociology, and assess some of the strengths and limitation of the approach.

We then explore how the method is used in the major comparative study of primary schooling in five countries (France, Russia, India, the UK and the US) by Robin Alexander. Alexander’s book, Culture and Pedadogy, is notable both for the scale of its ethnographic research and for its ‘multilevel’ approach (including national, regional, school and classroom levels), which allows him to show how national cultural contexts fundamentally shape what happens in the classroom. 
The session will examine what motivated the author to take on such a comprehensive comparative study, how he justified its research design, selection of cases and research instruments, and how the comparison helped him to draw some conclusions about the nature and outcomes of the unique characteristics of classroom practice in each country.
Qualitative contrast-oriented comparison is widely used particularly in historical studies. 
It is a flexible method that has the substantial advantage of allowing in-depth comparative analysis of just a few cases (sometimes only two) whilst still enabling significant insights. 

Activity: 
Students will consider some research questions of interest to them that can be approached using this method.


	
	Key Readings: 
· Alexander, R. (2001) Border Crossings: Towards a Comparative Pedagogy, Comparative Education, 37 (4), pp. 507-523.
· Landman, T. (2008) Issues and Methods in Comparative Politics: An Introduction. 3rd edn. London: Routledge (Chapter 1).
· Skocpol, T. and Somers, M. (1980) ‘The Uses of Comparative History in Macrosocial Inquiry’, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 22 (2), pp.174-197   

Further Readings: 
· Mahooney, J. (2004) ‘Comparative-Historical Methodology’ in Annual Review of Sociology. Vol. 30, p. 81-101. 


	Session 4: 
March 13
	The Logical Method of Comparison 1

This session starts to explore the methods used in qualitative and case-oriented logical comparative analysis in education research, drawing on examples from comparative political science, comparative sociology and comparative historical sociology.

We begin to explore the logics behind the different forms of systematic comparative analysis by examining the method which focusses on cases with dissimilar characteristics and similar outcomes. Defined as the ‘Method of Agreement’ in J. S. Mills' original formulation (referring to the outcomes), this is later developed in Todd Landman’s elaboration of what he calls ‘Most Different Systems Design (MDSD), where cases with similar outcomes have different characteristics. We exemplify the method with reference to various studies in education research, including the article by F. Leung in the Key Readings.  

The session explores the logical strengths and weaknesses of this approach to comparison, where it can be utilised most effectively and how it is operationalised, with examples drawn from various comparative education research studies. We consider what levels of analysis should be employed for different questions and how cases should be selected.

Activity: 
In the second half of the session students will discuss in small groups research questions that could be approached using this method and how cases can be selected. Of primary consideration are the availability of data, the ‘level of analysis’ and the type of comparative logic to be used. 


	
	Key Readings: 
· Landman, T. (2008) Issues and Methods in Comparative Politics: An Introduction. 3rd edn. London: Routledge (Chapter 1).   
· Leung, F.K.S (2014) ‘What Can and Should We Learn from International Studies of Mathematics Achievement?’ Math Education Research Journal, 26, pp. 579–605.


	Session 5: 
March 20
	Logical Methods of Comparison 2

This session continues to explore the methods used in qualitative and case-oriented logical comparative analysis, focussing on the comparative logical methods which are generally believed to have most explanatory power.

We begin with the method designated by Mill as the 'Method of Difference' to reflect that it includes the comparison of cases with different outcomes. Todd Landman refers to the method as 'Most Similar Systems Design' (MSSD) to emphasise that it involves using cases with many similar characteristics but different outcomes. 

We then consider a widely used method which combines the previous two methods, referred to by Mill as the 'Joint Method of Agreement and Difference' and by Landman as the double application of the method of agreement. The session explores the strengths and weaknesses of these approaches to case-oriented comparison, where they can be utilised most effectively and how they are operationalised, with examples drawn from various comparative education research studies.

Activity: 
Still working in groups, the students will identify the factors which you think may explain why certain Asian countries have high adult proficiency in English, and others do not. We will use the Education First English Proficiency Index dataset to compare countries in Asia with higher and lower levels of English language proficiency.


	
	Key Readings: 
· Landman, T. (2008) Issues and Methods in Comparative Politics: An Introduction. 3rd edn. London: Routledge (Chapter 4).   
· Skocpol, T. and Somers, M. (1980) ‘The Uses of Comparative History in Macrosocial Inquiry’, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 22 (2), pp.174-197 

Further Reading: 
· Mill, J. S. (1970) Two Methods of Comparison (excerpt from ‘A System of Logic’, 1888) in Etzioni, A. and Du Bow, F. (eds) Comparative Perspectives: Theories and Methods, Little, Brown, Boston, pp.205-213  


	Session 6: 
March 27
	Historical Comparative Analysis: The Comparative Debate on the Origins of Education Systems 

This session examines the historical controversies around the uneven development of national education systems in 19th century Europe and America, and more recently in East Asia. It will also examine and critique the theories and comparative methods used in Archer’s theory of the Origins of Educational Systems and Green’s theory of Education and State Formation.

Questions to consider:
· How can one define a ‘national education system’?
· In what sense does the development of national education systems mark a major historical change in the nature of schooling?
· What were the main social, economic and political factors that prompted the development of national education systems?
· How can comparative historians make use of differences in the timing of national education across countries to assess the underlying causes?
· How can we explain the uneven development of national education?

Activity:  
In the second half of the session students will discuss key aspects of the debate. The guiding question in the discussion is: How far does state formation theory explain the development of national educations systems in countries you know?


	
	Key Readings: 
· Green, A. (2013) Education and State Formation: Europe, Asia and the USA. 2nd Edition. Palgrave (Introduction and Chapter 2).  

Further Readings: 
· Alesina, A. Giuliano, P. and Reich, B. (2021) ‘Nation-Building and Education,’ The Economic Journal, 131, pp. 2273–2303.
· Chia, Y (2015) Education, Culture and the Singapore Developmental State: World-Soul Lost and Regained? Palgrave.  
· Sass, K. (2015) ‘Understanding Comprehensive School Reforms: Insights from Comparative-Historical Sociology and Power Resources Theory.’ European Educational Research Journal 2015, 14 (3-4), pp. 240–256. 


	
	No session April 3 (National Holiday) 

	Session 7: 
April 10

	Regional Models of Lifelong Learning: Convergence or Divergence? 

The session will examine the major similarities and differences between the educational traditions and systems in English-speaking countries, German-speaking countries, Nordic countries and East Asian countries. Regional system characteristics will be examined in terms of institutional structures, modes of regulation and control, curriculum and knowledge traditions, and pedagogic traditions. These will be related to educational outcomes, and particularly to the levels and distributions of literacy and numeracy skills in different countries and country groups. The session will provide an overview of the trends over time in key characteristics of education systems and ask to what degree systems are converging.

Questions to consider: 
· How far can one talk about regional models of lifelong education in Europe and Asia? 
· What factors explain the patterns of similarity and difference between education systems in different regions?
· What are the educational and socio-economic outcomes of different systems?   

Activity: 
Students will discuss whether LLL systems are converging or diverging across countries and regions.


	
	Key Readings: 
· Carnoy, M., 'Educational Policies in the Face of Globalization: Whither the Nation State?' In Mundy, K., Green, A, Lingard, B.  and Verger, A. (eds) (2016) Handbook of Global Education Policy, Wiley-Blackwell, Oxford.
· Green, A. and Mostafa, T. (2013) The Dynamics of Education Systems: Convergent and Divergent Trends, 1990 to 2010. In Janmaat, J.G., Duru-Bellat, M., Green, A. and Mehaut, P. (eds.) The Dynamics and Social Consequences of Education Systems, Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 160-181.

Further Readings: 
· Meyer, J.W. and Ramirez, F.O. (2000) The World Institutionalization of Education. In J. Schriewer (ed.) Discourse Formation in Comparative Education. Frankfurt am Main, Germany, Peter Lang, pp. 111-132.
· Ramirez, F. O., Meyer, J. and Lerch, J. 'World Society and the Globalization of Educational Policy'. In Mundy, K., Green, A, Lingard, B.  and Verger, A. (eds) (2016) Handbook of Global Education Policy, Wiley-Blackwell, Oxford.


	Session 8:
April 17  
	The German Model and the Role of Vocational Education and Training 

This session looks at the distinctive educational traditions in Germany. Some of the key common features examined will include: administrative federalism, cultural particularism, the notion of Bildung, and the institutional structures of the selective secondary system, the recent move toward comprehensive education, and the apprenticeship system. One question to be examined will be why it is that Germany – almost alone in Europe – has retained largely selective secondary school systems. The other central question is about the nature of the much-lauded German apprenticeship system, how this has been achieved and how it is changing.

Questions to consider: 
· Why have the Germans maintained a tripartite system until present whereas the rest of Europe abandoned similar divided systems already in the 1960s and 1970s? 
·  Why has the German dual system of vocational training proved so popular and admired by many politicians and policy makers outside Germany?

Activity
Students will discuss where and in what forms apprenticeship have been introduced in East Asia and elsewhere.

Key Readings: 
· Wiborg, S. (2010) Why is there no Comprehensive Education in Germany? An Historical Explanation, History of Education, 39, 4, pp. 539-556.

Further Readings: 
· Busemeyer, Marius and Iversen, Torben (2012(. ‘Collective Skill Systems, Wage Bargaining and Labor Market Stratification’ in Busemeyer and Trampusch (eds) The Political Economy of Collective Skill Formation. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
· Culpepper, P. and Finegold, D. (eds) (1999) The German Skills Machine: Sustaining Comparative Advantage in a Global Economy, Bergham Books, New York.
· Ertl, H. and Phillips, D. (2000) ‘The Enduring Nature of the Tripartite System of Secondary Schooling in Germany: Some Explanation, British Journal of Educational Studies, 48, 4, pp. 391-412.
· Solga, Heike, Protsch, Ebner, Christian and Brzinsky-Fay, Christian (2014). The German Vocational Education and Training System: Its Institutional Configuration, Strengths and Challenges. Discussion Paper. University of Cologne and Federal Institute for Vocational Education and Training, Bonn.


	Session 9: 
April 24 

	The Nordic Model of Lifelong Learning 

The 'Nordic Model of Lifelong Learning', which gained international recognition towards the end of the last Millennium, had three distinguishing characteristics: universalistic provision of pre-school education; a comprehensive and relatively egalitarian secondary school system; and high levels of participation in adult learning. With strong provision for each stage of the life course, Nordic countries came to be regarded as leading exponents of lifelong learning when this concept was gaining international traction. This session explores the distinctive characteristics of Nordic lifelong learning systems and how far they have survived. Data from PISA and PIAAC are used to assess trends in inequality of skills opportunities and outcomes in Nordic countries by comparison with other OECD countries. 

Questions to consider: 
· What were the distinguishing characteristics the Nordic Model of Lifelong Learning at the turn of the Millennium?
·  How far have these been sustained?

Activity
Students will select some East Asian countries with which they are familiar and discuss how Nordic countries compare with East Asian countries in terms of adult skills levels and inequalities. 


	
	Key Readings: 
· Green, A. (2021) Models of Lifelong Learning and Their Outcomes. How Distinctive is the ‘Nordic Model’ Now? LLAKES Research Paper 69, Centre for Leaning and Life Chances, UCL Institute of Education (pp 1-30).

Further Readings: 
· Antikainen, A. (2006) ‘In Search of the Nordic Model in Education’, Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 50, 3,  pp. 229–243.
· Frímannsson, G. H.  (2006) ‘Introduction: Is there a Nordic model in Education? Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 50,3, pp. 223-228.
· Imsem, G., Blossing, U. & Moos L. (2017) ‘Reshaping the Nordic Education Model in the Era of Efficiency Changes in the Comprehensive School Project in Denmark, Norway and Sweden since the Millennium’, Scandinavian Journal of Education Research, 61, 5, pp.568 – 583. 
· Rubenson, K. (2006) ‘The Nordic Model of Lifelong Learning’, Compare, 36, (3) pp. 327–341.
· Sahlberg, P. (2015) Finnish Lessons 2.0, Teachers College Press, Columbia University, New York.


	Session 10:
May 1

	Is there an East Asian Model of Lifelong Learning? 

East Asian States (including China, Japan, South Korea and Singapore) are widely celebrated for their ‘High-Performing Education Systems’ (Barbour and Mourshed, 2007; C. Tan, 2019). 

Large-Scale International Assessments of Skills (PISA; PIAAC; TIMSS; and earlier IEA studies) regularly find that students in East Asian countries (including Japan, Korea and Singapore) perform at the top of the country rankings in skills, especially in Maths, and have done so since the 1970s (IEA surveys). Several East Asian states (notably Japan and South Korea) have been noted for combining ‘Excellence and Equity’, with both high average skills scores and relatively equal outcomes (Green et al, 2007; Green and Wiborg, 2004). Studies of education in Japan have noted the relatively egalitarian nature of its system and outcomes going back to the 1970s (White, 1987; Dore and Sako 1989; Cumings 1990).  This session explores the empirical evidence for these claims and asks how far East Asia education systems have remained distinctively egalitarian.  


	
	Key Readings: 

· Barber, M. and M. Mourshed. 2007. How the World’s Best-performing School Systems Come out on Top. McKinsey & Company.
· Hogan, D. 2014. “Why is Singapore’s School System so Successful and Is It a Model for the West?” The Conversation. https://theconversation.com/why-is-singapores-school-system-so-successful-and-is-it-a-model-for-the-west-22917.
· Jerrim, J. 2015. ‘Why do East Asian Children Perform so Well in PISA? An Investigation of Western-born Children of East Asian Descent.’ Oxford Review of Education, 41 (3), 310-333.
· Schleicher, A 2022. “Lessons from High-Performing School Systems.” In W.O. Lee, P. Brown, A.L. Goodwin, and A. Green. eds. International Handbook on Education Development in Asia-Pacific. Singapore: Springer.
· Tan, C.  (2015) Education policy borrowing and cultural scripts for teaching in China, Comparative Education, 51:2, 196-211,

Further Readings: 
· Cummings, W. K. 1980. Education and Equality in Japan, Princeton University Press.
· Green, A. 2000. “Converging Paths or Ships Passing in the Night? An English Critique of Japanese School Reform.” Journal of Comparative Education, 36 (4): 417-435.
· Green, A. and Kaye, N. (2023) ‘The Effects of System Type and Characteristics on Skills Inequalities during Upper Secondary Education: a Quasi-cohort Analysis of OECD data’ Research Papers in Education. Published open access on-line 1.1.2022.  
· Jerrim, J. and A. Vignoles. 2015. “The Link Between East Asian ‘Mastery’ Teaching Methods and English Children’s Maths Skills.” Economics of Education Review, 50: 29-
· Leung. F. 2014. “What Can and Should We Learn from International Studies of Mathematics Achievement?” Maths Education Research, 26: 579-605.44.Chua, B.-H., 1995. Communitarian Ideology and Democracy in Singapore, Singapore: Routledge.
· Pratt, C. 2021. Teaching for Mastery: What is the Research Problem? Collective for Curriculum, Pedagogy and Practice. Leeds: Leeds Trinity University.
· Schleicher, A. 2011. ‘Trends and Practice of Teacher Policies.’ in PISA: Lessons For and From Singapore, CJ Koh Professorial Lecture Series No. 2, Office of Education Research. Singapore: National Institute of Education, 
· Schmidt, W. H., and R. S. Prawat. 2006. “Curriculum Coherence and National Control of Education: Issue or Non‐issue?” Journal of Curriculum Studies, 38 (6): 641-658.
· White, M. 1987. The Japanese Educational Challenge. New York: Simon and Schuster.
· Zhang, W. and M. Bray. 2020. “Comparative Research on Shadow Education: Achievements, Challenges, and the Agenda Ahead”. European Journal of Education, 55 (3): 322-341.


	Session 11: 
May 8 
	Globalisation, Education and Development: The Role of Comparative Analysis 

Comparative education has traditionally meant the comparative study of national education systems. But how far is this approach valid today and doesn’t the ‘decline’ of the nation state make national systems obsolete? 

In this session we begin by charting the rise of economic, political and cultural globalisation, its causes and its effects on education at the secondary and higher levels. We explore the internationalisation of educational research and data collection, especially through the rise of international surveys of educational achievement and skills (PIRLS, PISA TMSS and PIAAC), and assess the influence of powerful global policy agencies (OECD, UNESCO, Word Bank etc) on national policy. This provokes some key questions about how far education systems are converging, whether comparative research should still focus on the comparison of national systems. In the second part of the session, we will consider how education has impacted on development in East Asia and other developing regions. 

Activity: 
Students will discuss the following:  
· What has driven globalisation and is this now going into reverse? 
· How has globalisation affected education policy and practice at secondary and higher education levels? 
· How has education contributed to socio-economic development in East Asia and other developing regions? 


	
	Further Readings: 
· Haggard, S. (2018) Developmental States, Cambridge University Press. 
· Jarvis, P. (2000) ‘Globalisation, the learning society and comparative education’. Comparative Education, 36 (3), 343–56. 
· Klingler-Vidra, R., Kuo, Y.C. (2021). Brexit, Supply Chains and the Contest for Supremacy: The Case of Taiwan and the Semiconductor Industry. In: Reilly, M., Lee, CY. (eds) A New Beginning or More of the Same?. Palgrave Macmillan, Singapore. 
· Mundy, K, Green, A., Lingard, B. and Verger, A. (eds) (2016) The Handbook of Global Education Policy, Wiley, Blackwell (introduction and chapters 1, 2 and 8). 
· Steiner-Khamsi, G. (ed) (2004) The Global Politics of Educational Borrowing and Lending, Teachers College Press.
· Silova, I., Rappeleye, J. and Yun You (2020) Beyond the Western Horizons in Educational Research: Toward a Deeper Dialogue about our Interdependent Futures, ECNU Review of Education, 3 (1).


	Session 12: 
May 15
	Lifelong Learning in Southeast Asia

Following on from previous sessions on the European and East Asian models of lifelong learning, we turn to Southeast Asia where the countries’ historical past, socio-cultural fabric and economic and policy landscapes are much more diverse and heterogeneous. In this session, we look at how socio demographic, economic and political changes in the countries, along with Western influences of lifelong learning and influences from regional organisations such as ASEAN and SEAMEO RIHED, have shaped and are reshaping education directions of the countries and the wider discourse on education and human development/training. We consider success factors (i.e., government policy support and funding mechanisms, integration of traditional and modern learning approaches, use of technology, and community engagement and social learning) in key lifelong learning initiatives of the countries: Singapore’s SkillsFuture and Learn for Life, Malaysia’s Blueprint on Enculturation of Lifelong Learning, and the Philippines’ Trifocal Education System. 


	
	Recommended Readings: 
· UNESCO Institute for Lifelong Learning. (2017). Lifelong learning in transformation: Promising practices in Southeast Asia. https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000253603
· Tan, C. (2016). Lifelong learning through the SkillsFuture movement in Singapore: challenges and prospects. International Journal of Lifelong Education, 36(3), 278–291. https://doi.org/10.1080/02601370.2016.1241833
· Do, T. T., Thi Tinh, P., Tran-Thi, H. G., Bui, D. M., Pham, T. O., Nguyen-Le, V. A., & Nguyen, T. T. (2021). Research on lifelong learning in Southeast Asia: A bibliometrics review between 1972 and 2019. Cogent Education, 8(1). https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2021.1994361


	Session 14: 
May 22


	Education Systems in Developing Nation-States: Impacts and Implications of Policy Borrowing 

In this session, we explore the concept of policy borrowing, a contested practice and compelling area for research in comparative education. Global interconnectedness has resulted into nations looking to others for ways on how to improve their educational outcomes. However, the borrowing of educational policies is not a straightforward issue particularly for developing nation-states. We will examine key theories, frameworks and some analytical devices in policy borrowing, as well as the challenges and opportunities that arise from such a practice. 

Questions to consider: 
· What is the difference and impacts of adopting a policy wholesale and adapting it to local needs and circumstances? 
· What makes policy borrowing successful? What are its pitfalls, risks and criticisms? 
· What lessons have educational systems learned from borrowing education policies? 
· How has the internationalisation of education research and data collection affected education policy and how does policy borrowing work? 


	
	Key Readings: 
· Phillips, D. (2005). Policy Borrowing in Education: Frameworks for Analysis. In: Zajda, J., et al. International Handbook on Globalisation, Education and Policy Research. Springer, Dordrecht. https://doi.org/10.1007/1-4020-2960-8_2
· Phillips, D. and Ochs, K. (2004), Researching policy borrowing: Some methodological challenges in comparative education. British Educational Research Journal, 30: 773-784. https://doi.org/10.1080/0141192042000279495

Further Readings: 
· Steiner-Khamsi, G. New directions in policy borrowing research. Asia Pacific Educ. Rev. 17, 381–390 (2016). https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-016-9442-9
· Steiner-Khamsi, G. (2014). Cross-national policy borrowing: understanding reception and translation. Asia Pacific Journal of Education, 34(2), 153–167. https://doi.org/10.1080/02188791.2013.875649


	Session 15: 
May 29
	Prospects in Comparative Education Research 

The emerging dynamics and challenges of globalisation offer a rich setting for exploring the future of comparative education research and drawing attention to new trends, methodologies and questions. In this session, we will attempt to examine innovative research areas, interdisciplinary approaches and the challenges and opportunities of conducting cross-national studies in education. 

Questions to consider: 
· How is AI and digital technology reshaping comparative approaches to research in educational systems, such as the integration of new data sources and the rise of big data? 
· How can comparative education research contribute to global discussions on issues concerning equity, sustainable development, etc.? 
· In what ways can interdisciplinary frameworks deepen comparative education research and understanding of education in the wider global context? 


	
	Recommended Readings: 
· Seddon, T. (2023). Comparative education concepts, methods and practices in the emerging anthropocene educational space: from ‘measuring the other’ to ‘supporting the other’? Comparative Education, 59(3), 436–457. https://doi.org/10.1080/03050068.2023.2215643
· Sobe, N. W. (2018). Problematizing comparison in a post-exploration age: Big data, educational knowledge, and the art of criss-crossing. Comparative Education Review, 62(3), 325-343. https://doi.org/10.1086/698348


	Session 16: 
June 5
	Final Paper/Research Presentations 

	Session 17: 
June 12 
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